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ABSTRACT

Whereas threatened punishment proves effective under
' conditions where the instrumental value of aggressive bebavior is
quite low, the following techniques of control may work better in
situations where the value of aggression is relatively high: (1) the

use of restrained, non-aggressive models; (2) empathic arousal among

aggressors; or (3) creation of emotional states incompatible with
anger or ovart aggression.. (Authox/LAA) :
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. - SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
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1o Gws Eraguentlh bo=u contende.. Lthat threatening potential aggressors————

with punishment for ol e perpztration ~f aggressive acts may be a highly

effective maans of in.  itnr ..e .couicence of such bebavior. For example,

in their c71551c mAPOSTINY un asression, Dolisrd, at al. (19239, p 39) state:
"The stremsth of inubition o © any ack of amprossica varies 051t1ve1 with the
. } (6104 y

amsunt of punishmznt -wiilirntei ©2 po~ consequence for that act." Similarly, .
but in a somewhat rors Jvoostic voing Jurters (Lste, p 9) uggested: )

"It is only the continuas cxipectation -f retaliation by the rec1p1ent or other

_ - <« .
azaression.” Thes: anmd relztes -octerwnts br other authors (e g , Berkowitz,

1902, p. 73 £f.} suggest theb nigvaiernad puan neru, partlculurtj in the form

of possible reta 1aL10n Zyom tae vihr; » I'as been widely accented as a potent

deterreni L Auman vicioenoo.
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R apparently uonnrnl acceptance of nile bilief, it might

b

be. assumed that it is based upon’ tne findings of an extensive body of research.

Surprisingly, however, this is far from the case. 1Indeed, hnly a small number
of experiments have scught to examine the aggression-inhibiting influence of
threatened punishmenc, and even the findings of these studies have been soue-
what inconclusive. Thus, while several recent ;nvestigations have repotted
that threatened punishment is indeed effective in inhibiting human aggression

{&¢ 7., Baron, 1971la; Shortell, Epstein, « Taylor, 1970), other experiments have

failed Lo substantiate the occurrence of such effects (Baron, 1974a, Kuott &
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Drost, 1972). The inconsist. r findings of these studies, coupled.with the

N

informal. observation that thcreatened punishment sometimes succeeds, and

-

sorietimes frils in inhibiting overt aggression.in various situations outside

the lzboratory, suggests very sirengly that the influence of this variable

is mediaced by several additionnl factors. The results of one recent

experiment (Baron, 19742) have indicated that among these factors is the
degree of prior provocaticn experienced by potential aggressors. More

specifically, it was found In this study that threatened purishment was highly

effective 'in inhibiting subsequent aggression by individucls who had not

. previously been angered by the wiztim, but relatively ineffective in preventing

such behavior by subiects whe had previnusly suffered strong provocation at

the hands of this person. - The frerent experiment wrs designed to investigate

the influence of an additional factor which nmay play a similar mediating role

with respect to the effectiveness of &hreqtened punishment in inhibiting
subsequent aggression, that of rhe instrumental value Of~suéh behavior.

As noted receatly by Buss (1971), agpression often serves as an in-
strumental respbnse, proyiding its perpetrztors withrm%ny imbortant forms
of reward (e.g., money, status, prestige). It is suggested hére that to
the extent this is the risa (*.e., to.rthe oxtent agcression possesses such
instrumental va%ue), threatened punishment will be ineffective in preventing
or inhibiting the occuriepce‘of sich behavior. More specifically, it is

propesed that other factq;s being equal, threatened punishment will be highly

WOVME XA rReadin ] AR et oy

effective in inhibiting subsequént aggression uncer conditions where the

g

" instrumental value of such behavior is low, but‘relatively ineffective in

U

this regard under conditiors where its instrumental value is high.:
In order to investigate this suggestion in a systematic manner, subjects

in one group (the high instrumental value condition) were provided with
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stemronoal value condition); weve not suppiied wiwn such information. The

goal which could ucfnﬂ“Lxlv be obtalned thrnuﬁh aggression in the 11@?&?

instrucenial value oriup vas b i Ylowaia zuod" in the experiment (f.e.,
witonz a favorable fancvsaios wooo- 290 Fpenter) » one -which has been | ’ .

narticipting in psychological

v

ol

-

shown £) be extrenely 1oooogtanh £ sob

Lo

reszarch (Sigall, Aronsom, & Van Boosa,. i§70). More specifically, subjects

- in this condition wire n»v, +if>d vith Laforr-acion suggesting -that théy

[

coul? "lock gond™TIF thr eveoricent Ui divecting strong attacks against )

-+
o

the vicgim, while theee oo Ly, in:crymental value proup were not supplied

wiih information of this oy

[\

- Threatened punishment, in the form of possible

rataliation from the victim, was thin varied in a svstematic manner by

; informin: wne toivd of che individuals in each of these groups that the victim

would never have an opperkunity to shock them, a second tlird that he might

have such an opport:r-ity. and a final third that he would defi itely obtain -
L]

such ac o?gur*unity rraron, 1%971z).  sin the basis of the suggestions offered .

above, ir wds predier.d rhat threatenad retaliaticn frow the victim would be

highly af-ctivp ia roadniting subsequent argression by subjects in the low

instsuccakal valae ¢ W ion, but would be ~werally inefi:ctive in restraining -

such benavior by subi .te in the high instrcontal value ~roup.

.hio.

- : CSubjuents

S1 ov-gight unde - raduate nales enrolicd in sections of Elementary Ps ycb’

vlogy at Purdue Unive.r-ity participated in ine experiment. However, the data

) for wicsht individunls ..orz.eliminated bec-....c they expressed suspicion
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cbnceming majqr mipulations, pr guessed the true purpose of the tndy.

Subjeets took part in the experinent 1n order to satisfy a course require-ent.

- B *
- * .
.

.
L4 -
Desig - : ’ .
_‘, - - . >
- = *

A~3 X2 facton.al design based upon th:ee levela of -appgrent pmbability
of retiliation f;om the victim {low, mderate, high) , wd tho levelq ‘of
thtal value. of aggression (lcw, high) was enployed. 'I'en subjects

vere i:mamnly assigned, to emch cell of this design. o

A 1961)';Hent1cal ‘to that em}.oyed in a Mer of previous hnstiggtions
c(@egey ‘saron, 1971a~ 1974a) - This device contained ten push—buttan switches‘
wh.ck eenlﬂ ostensibly be employed by subjects to deliver electric sbocks

of vezgng intensity to another individual..

A

" Proceééxe . : * e
When subjects arrived for'the exﬁ'eriﬁ:ent » they found a confederate already

.pﬁsen; in’ tt;e waiting room. Spartly.thereafter, the expe,rircent.er arrived
and conductéd both in;lividuels to the expetimental- rocm where she exp‘lained
tl;at tfne etudy.was ecncefned. with the efteets of punishment, in the form of
elect:it shock, on pbysiolegical reactions. She fn‘rthe;: indicated ‘that in .
order to study this problem, one of the two individuals presemt would sérve -
as & respon der, and receive a serles of electric Shock.s of varying 1ntensity

. from ‘the remaining g:diwl&:al, who would play the role of ‘stimulater. The
mswer's“physioiogicel reactions would then be ‘nonitored.conti.nuously dur-

ing tht study. in order to deternine the p:recise panner in which they were ef-

fecteﬁ by the ehocks he reces.ved The present procedures were enployed instead of

» . " ‘
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© contamipated by .various

- to higwrists and arms.

were made during i

* . .. *

- * - “ *
»

the usual "teacher-learner” paradigm, bécause recent eyidence ‘(BarQn & . - ‘ SN

-

Fggleston,

*

1972). suggests that. they provide a measuye of aggression less

-

<

.

truistic motives«(e.g.,-a desire to help the - . . - i

_"leamer" masier "he experimental materfalS) fhan the more commonly used
> - - - ¥ = M * . -
-techni;iue.' . . ) . . IR | B

The experimencer then asked the confederate if he would agree to serve .
. ] . ~ [} > .

e 7 -
3 > = . -

as the respondetr. He consented to this request, and was then conducted to

a secogd room'where, the expr .ménter presented iustructions for hio task inm

. *

udy, and pretended to attach shock and pbysiolqéiéal recording electrodes . :

The recording eélectrodes were conmected to an = E

-

‘time. In

.

) imgres;ive—lcokiﬁg polygraph (Lafaye'tt'e Model ‘1760;4 E), which was kept in -0 %, ~
fuil yiev of subjects. and switched on quite .os'tentatiously a. this %

. * - *®

reaiity, of course, no records of‘the confederate's physiological proeesses 3

study, and- this equipment was employed for the sole
- . N * - ) . . ) ) k- %
purpoge of luending .redence to the experimenter's earlier statement that the ’ E

major pglipose 'of L.« studv was that of examining the effects of puhishn&ﬂt‘ .

npgn such reaction:. .

- - > - *

After .completrkng' these activities, the experimenter returned to the ‘room

. - 1
where the subiect w.s waiting, and provided detailed instructions for his role o
-4 . .t » }

as stimulater. These instructions indicated that each time a red signal"’

light on the apparatus’ was il'luminatéd, he should select and-depress one

R YR

of the tem buctoms on the equipment in order to délivgr electric shock to ' E 2
the res:pondér. She further explaineu that this light would be illumingted
according to a fixed, random schedule ébecificaliy destgned to prevent the

,respon:ier from “getting ready"

for each shock, and so influencing his physio—

logical reactions to ihese stimuli. She also indicated that as an additfonal

*

e b
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: means of preventing such "readiness,” and to further distract the respond:r's

- atktention away from the shocks, he would attempt to memorize a list of "ionsense

syliclie pairs which would be raad to nin by the stimulater (i.e,, the- subJect)

Vr st e g

D

It waw clearly emphasized, howover, that che illumination of the red light

ERge VRN

-7,

caid have nothing to do with .+ responider's parformance on this task, but

PRI

n - » .’——‘- i
would wccur only on those oceasions lif—agod by the prearranged, random schedulz.

cavaing task was included in the procedures ot :hz present study in order ;

.

~

to lﬂSJr‘ that subjerts pivfomzy Lo szme gen neral activities (i.e., presenting

8

Yarious wmaterials to the victim befoce shocking bim) as tho,e carried out in

o et G 1
PO A RE LR 4 .

previcus investigations emploving the "teacher-learmer" paradign.

e experimenter then went on o

P

indicate that because any shocks employed

prm——
+

by the stimulater wonla be nerfectly “equate in.terws of fulfilling the

requirements of the study, he was. {o feel free to choose any of the shock

A s

buttons he wishe' znd to+depress these buttons for as long a period as he

dasired each time the red "Shoe:d™ iganl was illumnated. Yt was Ffurther

explained that the higher the nuaber of the batton chOben, the stronger the

-

shock to the respoader, and the lounger any button was -depressed,

.

would the sbock to this 1nd1v1dual lasis

the longer

.
RO ¢ AT, AT L AT A ORA % o A A

In order to demonstrate the magnitude

- -

of the shocks which couta he delivered to the vesponder, the experimenter then

administered "samples" from buttons 4 and 5. These shocks were generated by

¥
i

tvo "D" cell batteries and en inductorium contained within the apparatus, and

1 e e~ v anoa——

. . . - i
were delivered by stainless steel electrodes attached to the second and fifth -

fingers of one of the subject's Lands.

EY

The shock produced by button 5 was

- - -

stronger than that provided by button 4, but both were generally jddged to be

»

moderately unpleasant by subjects. .

At this point in the procedures, the experimenter introduced instructions
B . \4; - . .

4 ~ designed to vary the instrumental value of aggression. In the high instrumental

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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value condition she noted that previous research had .revealed the existence

of a close relationship between the strength of subjects' tendencies to employ

e mm e - -

) high—magnitude shocks, and their level of masculinity and general maturity, ‘

v

while in the low instrumental value ‘condition she omitted any mention of such

KU O

a relationship. Thus, subjects in the high instrumental value group were lead .

to believe that they could enhance their self-image and "Iook good" in the

®

experiment (i.e., ’appear to be highly masculine and mature) bv aggressing |
against the yictim, while those in the low instrumental value group were rot
‘provided with such an impression. In order to counteract the possibility that

subjects in‘thg high instrumental value group would direct stronger shocks

P R i AR T e

against the victim than those in the low instrumental value group simply

¥

bacause they felt that this was what che egp*enter wanted or expected them

to do (i.e., because of demand characteristics operating ir this direction),
both groups were informed that they should feel perfectly free to. use-any

shocks they wished, in any order or pattern they desired, because : (1)

. there was no "correct" or "preferred" pattern of shocks; (2) it was expected

.

that different stimulaters would tend to choose unique patterns and this

!

I s AR WA TP N s Bl PN B 8 W 780 o

would, in fact, increase the generality of the results, and (3) so many
individuals would be participating in the study that the behavior oanny

particulur stimulater would have no appreciable impaét upon the major results.

Wy v s e = -

These instructions were formulated on the basis of a pilot investigation
’ . (N=20) which indicated that in the presence of such information, subjects
felt that any pattern of shocks they employed would be perfectly acceptable

from the standpoint of the major purposes of the study, and that they were

-
bt 5 XK R Ay

quite free to shock the victim in any manner they wished.

Following these instructions, the experimenter went on to provide acditional
information designed to vary the apparent probability that subjects would ever
Q

‘ el | : , _ : )
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be exposed to retaliation from the responder. In the low probability of

retaliation group she indicated that the experiment would be ozser when the

Subjecl fuinished serving as the stimuiater. 'Thus, it appeared that the
respwriders would have no opportunity to engage in retaliation in this condition.

in T awserace probabllity ©f - .v-siintion group she indicated that if

endugn Liwve remained affer the susjact finished serving as the stimulater, he
wourd be asked tu change places with the confedrrate and play the role of
sagnonder,  Thus, it P uarad thet the responder nlvht have an opportunity to

engage Jwe-retaliation inm this group.  Finally, in\the high probability of

retoisation conlition, th. eiperimonter ind cated that when the subject had

t'ﬂLcﬁbd serving as stimulater, he would definitely change places with the
confederate and play the role of res.inder. As a result), it appeared certain

that the respcnder would have an onnortuuity‘to retaliate in this group.

In reallt", subjtat» vover changad places with the respondex after completing

their turn as stimulater. The e\rﬂfwmenter I pl ined the -absence of such a rever--

sal of - roles by indicating thar there vas nct enough time remaining in *he
expeximental hour for the institution of such procedurts.

The red signal light was illuminated a total of twenty times during the
aggression phase of the experiment, thus providing subjects with this numﬁer

of opportunities to shock the responder.

Postexperimental questionnaire and interv.ew. Followiig the last shock %rial,

subjécts ccmpleted a brief postexperimental Questionnaifa on which they rated,

.~

on scven point scales, the likelihood that they would ever change places with
the re3ponder, the 1mportance of dellverlng at least some strong shocks to th1s

individual, and their freedom to employ any pattern of shocks they wished.

Followiny the completicn of this questionnaire, subjects participated in a
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brief postexperimental interview during which the experimenter attempted to
ascertain whether (1) they were SuSPicious goncerning the experimental mani-

pulations or npad guessed ‘the true’ purpose ol the study, and (2) whether

they had in fact felt free to shock the recponder in any manner they desired.

1]

Results
Figure 1 presents the mean intensity of ‘the shocks delivered to the

confederate by subjects in each of the six'experimente& groups. Inspection

-of this figure suggests that the leval of sboeks'diretted against this

Figure 1 about here

person by subjects was influenced botl byrthe instrumental value of aggression,
and the apparent pbobablllty of retellatlon. Hore speciflcally, except in o
the case of the moderate probability -ndition, subjects in the high instrumental
value group delivered st_onger shocks to the victim than subjects inrthe low 1nstrum:‘
mental value group. Morecover, - the strength of these shocks tended to decrease
as_the apparent probability of retallatlon rose. In addition, and of somewhat
greater interest w1thin the context -of the present research, these two
independent variables appeared to interact in the predlcted:;eﬁpep, so that
increasing levels of apparent pvobabllity of rjtallation were more effective
in reducing the strength of the shocks employed by subjects in the low than
high instrumental value group. .

An analysis of variance performed upon the data represented in Figure
1 yielded s:gn1f1cane malu effects for instrumental value of aggression

(F=7.78, _§r1/54 p< .01), and apparent probability of retaliation (F=4. 09,

df=2/54, p<.025). Thus, as suggested by Figure 1, subjects in the high

instrumental value condition delivered significantly stronger shocks to the




responder than subjeats in the low instrumental value condition, aud the
lavel of shocks direrted apainst this person tepded tec cecrcase as the
apparent probability of retaliation rose. In addition, the interaction
between ins:irumental value of aggreseion and apparent probability of re~
taliation slosely approachcd cunwy ;tlona “levels of statistical significance
(r=2.99, df=2/54, p=.0%). In orduv ro examine this apparent interaction
more closely, fellow-up simple effects analyses were perfogmed at each of
the two levels oftinstrumental value. The results of these anélyses
‘indicatzd that as suggested by Figuxe 1, increments in the apparent pro-
bability of retaliation producad a significant reduction in the level of
shocks employzd by subjects in the low instrumental value group (p<.025),
but failed to induce 2 similar drop in the 1nLenb1ty of shocks employed by
individuals in the high Instrumental value condltlon. Con51stent with exper-
1mental predictions, then, threatened rctaliation from the victim was more
effective 1? inhibiting subsequent aggression under condltions where the

trumentai value of such behavior was realatively low than under conditions
where it appeared to be relatively high,

In ordec to furtﬁﬂr exzmine the effects of threatened retaliation from
the victia upon subsequént aggression, the means of therlow, moderate, and
high probability of retaliation gfoups were compared at each of the Ewo
levels of instrumental value by Duncan multiple range test. In the case of the

low instrumertal value condition, it was found that the mean of the high

rrobability group was significantly smaller than those of both the low and

- moderate probability groups (p<.05). Thus, 32 appeared that under conditions

~

where the instrumental value of aggressiou was low, such behavior could be

effectively inhibited by a high apparent probability of retaliation from the
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victim. Turning to the high instrumental value condition, however, it was

found that the meansof the high probability group did not differ significantly

from those of either the low or moderate probability groups. Thus, it 7

appeared that under these conditions, even a high apparent probability of o
retaliation was unsuccessful in inhibiting subsequent aggression. - e

Postegperimental Questionnaire and Interview

The first item on _the postexperimental questionnaire taquited subjects

-to rate tiie likeliﬁood that they would ever change places with the victim.

An snalysis of variance performed on the data for this question indicated

th;t the ﬁain effect of apparent probability.of retaliation was highly A ) %
significant (F=8.35, df=2/54, p<.001). The means for the low, moderate, and

high probability groups were 3.65, 5.00, and 5,95, respectively, and follow-

up comparisons betweeﬁ these means by Duncan multiple range test indicated

that the differences between all pairs were significant (p<.05). Thus,

there was some evidence that the attempted manipulation of this factor was

sucééssful.

The second and third items on the questionnaire required subjects to

rate the importance of administering at least some strong shocké to the

victim, and tﬁeit freedom to employ any pattern of shocks they wished. -
Both questions were included in order to examine the p&ssibility tﬁat sub-

Jects in the high instrumental value condition would feel under greater

constraint than subjects in the low instrumental vaiue condition to direct

strong attacks against the victim. However, separate analyses of variance
performed on the data for both items yielded no significant effects.‘ Thus,

there was no evidence that the instructions ecmployed to manipulate the

instrumental value of aggression serygg‘to induce differential feelings among
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subjects in the various groups that they were "required" or "expected" to

direct strong shocks against the confederate.

These findings were supported by more informal evidence gathered &uring

the postexperimental'intervie& sessions.

Thess sessions were conducted only

after the experimenter had explained that subjects would receive full credit
for their participation, regardless of theit answers, and after she had in
fact signed their experiment cards. Moreover, every attenpt was made to
induce candor'and honesty on the part of subjects (e.g., the etperidenter
carefully explained how important the information they -supplied would be in the
planning of further research). Yet, even uhdet these conditions, vety few
individuals in eithef the high or low instrumental value groups indicated

that they had felt constrained or "required" to employ any particular pattern
of shocks. Rather, the overwhelming majority (fully 57 out of 60) reported

that they had believed that virtually any shocks they employed would be

acceptable from the standpoint of fulfilling the major objectives of the

o study, and that they were, therefore, completely free to shock the ‘Tesponder

in any manner they wished. When this informalJevidence is combined with the -
findings for the postexperimental questionnaire items descrihed*above, there
appear to be strong’ grounds for rejecting a "demand characteristics" interp-

retation of the major findings of the present investigation.

Discussion

The results of this experiment suggest that the effectiveness of

threatened punishment in inhiniting human aggression is strongly determined

by the instrunental velue of such behavior, Hore specifically. it-was found

that threatened retaliation from the victlm was highly successful in in-

hiu.tlng subsequent agg Les31or on the part of subgects in the low instrumental

value group, but relatively ineffective in preventing such behavior'by subjects
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" in the high instrumental value condition. Thus, it appears .that threatened

punishment may serve as an effective deterrent to human aggression only under
—

N

condit;’.ons 'where potential aggressors have relatively little to gain in the
way of extrinsic rewards from the performance of‘ suchhactions.
That the aggressi on-mhibitmg impact of threatened retahation may be .
'substantially diminished by raising the :mstrumental value of such behavior
is not in itself very surprising. After“ all, informal observation suggests
~ very clearly that aggressors will often persist in their attacks against
others, even in the face of savere threats of punishment,- under conditions

where the attainment of 1mportant rewards is made ~>ntingent upon such actions

(see, e.g., Buss, 1966, 1971). What .5;§_ surprising, however,‘is_the fact that .

the .influence of threatened punishment ‘could be markedly diminished in the‘
present study by procedures which presumably induced only a modest increment
in the .instrumental value of aggression. This .finding seems to suggest that
threatened punishment may be much 1ess ‘effective as a technique for preventing
human violence than has previously been suggested (e.g., Walters, 1966),
serving to sct:stantially inhibit such behavior only under conditions where
its instrumental value is _quite low.

f course, it might be argued that the influence of threatened retal- -
iation was so readily overcome in the present investigation only because
the magnitude of punishment‘ anticipated by subjects was quite low, and that
the threat of somewhat stronger forms of retaliat:.on from the victim would-
- have been effective in 1nh1b1t1ng aggression even on the part of subJects

in the high instrumental value group. Unfortunately, this argument is con~

siderably weakened by the fact that subjects found the sample shocks delivered

by buttons 4 and 5 on the experimental apparatus to be moderately unpleasant, -

i
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- the apparent probability of such punishment, is varied in a systematic manner.

- they, wished because.

o At

14
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and that by bxtrapolatlon, the shocks ielivered by the higher numbered buttons .
would ‘be extremely painful indeed. Apparently then, they perceived the victim
as beingrcapable‘ofarelatively-severe retaliation against them. However, the
possibility remains that threatened punishment would be more)effective in
linhibiting _subsequent aggression under conditions where it is of somewhat
greater magnitude than was the case in the present study, and should be

examined in future 1nvest1gat uns where the apparent strength as well as

Although,the ma;or findingS'of,the‘present experiment seem to be-

relatlvely clear and straightforward, they night be called into question on

-

the grounds that the manipulation of the instrumental value of aggress1on

was not anpropriate. More specifically, it might be suggested that the

procedares employed to raise the 1nstrumental value of such behavior failed :

to accomplish.this purpose, and 1nstead, succeeded in raising the level of "

subjects' attacks against the victim sinply by increasing’the strength of
the demand characteristics operating in this direction. If this were actually
the case, the findings of the present research would indeed‘be quite anbiguous.

Fortunately, however, there appear to be grounds for rejecting such an -

interpretation. :

First, as noted above, great pains were taken throughout the study to

" eliminate, or at least counteract,.the influence of such demand characteristics.

More specifically, subjects were informed on several different occasions that
they¢shou1d feel absolutely free,to employ any level or pattern of shocks
(1) there was no "correct” or preferred" pattern for

these noxious stimuli' (2) it was expected that different stimulaters would

tend to choose unique patterns anyway, and (3)" so many individuals would
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4eventua11y participate in the study that the behavior of any perticular stin-

_ulater would have no importan‘l:. influence upon the major findings. In short, a

eoncerted effort was made to eliminate any feelings on the part of subjects

"that, they were “required” or "expected" to behe.ve in any particular manner

. during the experiment.

Second. as noted above, two items on the postexperimenta.l questionna.ire
speclfically designed to assess the presence of such dema.nd characteristics
indicated that subjects a.ctua.lly felt relatively little constraint or pressure
to deliver strong shocks to tne victim. . tfloreover. and of greater- importance
within the context of the present study, subjects in the high instrumental
value group did not 'renori-: feeling any less freedom in thie resvpect’tha.n those .
in the low instrumental value group. Clearly, then, ‘there was some suggestive “
evidence that attempls to reduce or-eliminate the influence of any denand. char- .
acteristics associated with the manipulation of the instrume};tal value of ag-

gression factor were successfultxand that differences in the behavior of sub-

jects in ‘the various experimental groups cannot reasonably be a.t:l:rihxted to

‘such effects in a simple and straightforward mamner.

Finally, more informal evidence gathered _cluring the postexperimental

interviews suégested that in general, subjects seemed to believe that they .

‘were indeed completely free to employ any pattem of shocks they desired

during the experiment. Hore specifically. the overwhelming majnrity (fully
57 qut of 60) reported that the experimenter actually expected d:lfferent '
individuals to employ aiffer_ent levels of shock, and that virtually any
pactem t’heyv chose would'r be completely acceptable :ln‘ terms of accomplishing
the major objectives of .the study. When it is recalled-that these inter\iiens
were conducted after subjects had been eesured1 that they would receiye full

credit for their‘participation in the study, and after they had been :lnfotlned‘




P
'

i
¥
i
!
|
|

for the contention that the contrastlng patterns of ‘behavior shown by subjects . -
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that truthful answers on their part were exceedingly crucial in‘the pianning

of future research, these flndlngs seem to prOV1de additional convincing support

-in the high and low 1nstrumental value groups are not simply attributable to

demand characteristics of the exper1menta1 situation.

.

If, as argued above, the 1nstrumental value of’aggression was manipu;
lated effectively, . then the flndlngs of the present study appear to have
important 1mplicatlons for the preventlon and control of human aggression.
Spec1f1ca11y, they seem to sug gest that threatened punlshment, in the form
of posslble retaliation from the victim, will prove to be effective in
inhib;ting subsequent aggression onlf under conditions vhere‘the'instrumental
value of such behavior is quite 1ow. - Thus, in situations where the instrumental =~
value of aggression is reiatively'high, other techniqhea for the control of
this type of hehavior,\sqchhas{ (i) the introduction of restrained, noo— -
aggressive nodels (e.g., Baron, 1971h) ; (2) ike induction of empathic ‘arousal ~ . "
among aggressors (e.g., Baron, 1:9710; Geen, 19‘70); or (3) the elicitatiom of -
responses or emotiona.lr states incompa.tihle with anger or overt aggression

(e.g., Baron, 1974b), may be employed with greater success. - -
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Figure Caption
Fig. 1. Mean shock intensity as a funcfion of apparent probability of

retaliation and instrumental value of aggression.
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